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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Reviewer’s comment Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that 
part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Please write a few sentences regarding the 
importance of this manuscript for the scientific 
community. Why do you like (or dislike) this 
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be 
required for this part. 
 

It provides significant insights for the scientific community, particularly in the field of project 
management. It systematically evaluates the effectiveness of agile methodologies against traditional 
plan-driven approaches, presenting empirical data that suggests agile methods yield higher success 
rates, improved customer satisfaction, and greater team engagement in IT projects 

 

Is the title of the article suitable? 
(If not please suggest an alternative title) 

 

Yes  

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do 
you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some 
points in this section? Please write your 
suggestions here. 

 

Yes  

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript 
appropriate? 

Yes  

Please write a few sentences regarding the 
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do 
you think that this manuscript is scientifically 
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 
sentences may be required for this part. 

It demonstrates scientific robustness through its comprehensive methodology and extensive 
data analysis. It employs a systematic literature review, consolidating quantitative data from 
over 1,250 IT projects across 54 studies, which enhances the validity of its findings. The use of 
statistical meta-analysis to compare success rates, customer satisfaction, and team 
engagement between agile and traditional methodologies provides a clear, empirical basis for 
its conclusions, reducing the influence of subjective biases often present in qualitative 
research. 
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No, most of the references are not recent.  
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suitable for scholarly communications? 

 

 
A review by a professional translator is recommended. 
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